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ABSTRACT 

The Actipn Oriented, Reflection Oriented (AORO) ■• 
observation instrument was designed to help teachers determine their 
students' cognitive preferences. The assumption underlying the, 
instrument was that learning is enhanced when teaching strategies and 
materials take- into account the student's natural tendency toward % 
action or "reflection. AORO categorizes these two preference types as 
action oriented (extraversioh) or , reflection oriented (introversion). 
AORO is a low-inference, systematic observation instrument which 
requires the teacher to record observed behavior to determine 
students' learning styles. Act ion 4 oriented students focus mainly - 
-outward toward people and things around them, while reflection' 
oriented students focus primarily inward toward the private world of 
ideas. The use of AORO may ^hej-p the teacher develop a new frame of 
reference for planning curriculum for the individual learner which is 
appropriately matched to the student's learning style. A review of 
research findings on AORO indicates that it is a valid instrument for 
improving teaching styles which contribute to increasing capabilities 
of the individual learner. (JD) 
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There isn't a single teacher in the .entire profession who has not^at 
least once, bemoaned the fact that, Vfhorndike couldn't 'learn Iris number 

facts, 11 or that "Einstein couldn't pay attention, and was always .daydreaming"* 

■ " -a " 
or that /'Picasso couldn't learn to read or write in grade school." As. 

•teachers continued to wrestle with the problems of individual learners, so did 

educators £egin to appreciate the idea of individual learning styles and how • 

these might deeply and profoundly influence a learner's capabilities to 

undertake specific learning task§. (Cronbach and Snow,* 1977; Dunn and Dunn^ 
-» . « — . c 

197/; Hunt; 1971;* Kagan, 1971; Medley, Soar and Soar,, 1975.) As interest in 

.*'■'' 

teacher effectiveness and* accountability grew, researchers began to identify 
the relationship between the teacher's ability to identify the ^cognitive 
strengths and weaknesses of the individual learner and improved learning ^ 
•performance. (Dunn and Djinn, 1 97<4; 1977: Gordon, 1966; .Hill, 1971; Kagan, 
1971; Medley, Soar and Soar, 1975; Solomon and Kendell, 1976.) * While tfie 
research and growing corpus of literature in the area of individual 'learning^ 
styles continues to. capture attention, there is as yet little help for the' 
classroom practitioner who continues to quest for how best to help the 
Thorndikes and' Eiristeins and P-h6assos. '' It has not been enough to document the 
relationship between the facilitation of learninq and the teacher's ability to 
"plan curriculum which utilizes to maximum efficiency the natural inclination 4 

- - a ■ ■ ■ 

of children." (Dunn and Dunn, ^-977. ) Some provision must obviously be made . 

( ., . 

• M 
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for assisting teachers .with the means of .translating learning style theory 
into active classroom practice. Perhaps the absence of emphasis on means has 
had something to do with the noticeable absence of teachers 1 application of 
learning style theory in. the real world of the classroom. 

The work of Witkin, Moore/ Goodenough and Cox (19770 provides us \$n'th ,a 
full spectrum analysis of the studies of cognitive styles and, concludes that * 
as educators make pfog^ss toward more precise specifications of cognitive 
styles, 'new' ways of >teachiruf students to use problem-solving strategies 
appropriate to those styles emerqe. /Dunn and Dunn (1977) present strong - 
arguments for attention to the style of the individual learner. Their claim . 
that M to bring students into one confining environment and to group them in 

any manner at all that makes educational sense is virtually m impossibility 

* 

— unless we examineeach of these complex individuals and identify exactly 
how he or she is likely to learn most effectively." (p. 11)* While providing 

• - ' »- \ . . / ' - ' ■ • . : 

supporting documentation in the cause of learninq style theory, sgch 
admonitions to practitioners may result not only in increased frustration but 
also in outright hostility as teachers are left i:o flounder in a void of cloar 
^guidelines and impl'emehtation strategies. Thase who are concerned with the 
translation of theory into practice need more than the affirmation that "when 

'students are exposed to a^teaching style consonant with the-Ways they believe 

( \ 

they^l^earn, they will improve on test, scores, f act knowl^dqe, attitude and 

efficiency, more than do' those-. taught in a manner dissonant with^their. 

.' * \ • * . x 

style. (Domino, 1970). . VfHile the literature abounds with researchers talking 

in ever-decreasing circles to other P f£searchers , the quaTity-of what is 

happening in classrooms Vvis a vis teachers' .attention to individual learninq 

style remains unchanged, \pick a classroom.' 'Any classroom will do. Chances* 

are that what you will see is the 'teacher, standing at his or her desk giving 



the lessort, while 25 or so students sit at their: desks, listening to the 
teacher. If children 1 ? styles of learninqare different, and if teach.ing is 
supposed to reflect those differences,. Miss F1int§tone, of the, Arch i.ve School, 
has yet to act on, that accumulated wisdom. 

In an attempt to bridge the qap between theory and practice, Dunn, Dunn, . 

i * * 

and Price (1977V developed an instrument -for classroom use which Wo u 1 d 
identify the learner's "preferred learning style." The instrument, Learning 
Style Inventory (LSI) assesses (a) immediate environment; (b) emotionality; 
(c) sociological needs; and (d) physical .needs, TKis instrument was one of 
the first steps taken towards the implementation of learning style theory, * 
It's infrequent use by classroom teachers may reflect som* of its limitations 

— which appear to lie in several domains. First, and paradoxically, the many 

* * ?. ■* 

. issues of learning styles addressed make its analysis far too complex and 

'% * * • . • ^ . • , 

exhaustive a task for most teachers/ The authors recommend a computer , 

* • i> 

vanalysis of the results and such an analysis can include curriculum 
specifications for the individual's learning needs. However, such analysis is 
costly, difficult to cor,e by and the number, of possible preferences is likely 
to be overwhelming. A second weakness of thelSI "Hes in the fact that 
completion of the instrument requires a high level^of literacy. ■ Often, 
students most in need" of such diagnostic procedures are the * very bnes with 
limited reading capability ~ thus rendering the potential data collected 
virtually useless. A third shortcoming is manifest in almost every instrument 
which relies neavily on self-report — and "that is the assumption that 

r . . ■■ - . , ; : • 

students cdmpleting the instrument will respond honestly. Combs and Snyqg 
(1959) suggest: that when emotionality is in play, such an assumption would be « 
suspect, at the very least, for the self -report, like any other behavior; "is 
a product of the individual's total phenomenal field, and is -likely to be 



y 

dependent upon the clarity of the subject's awareness, social expectancy, 
cooperation of the subject and change in. field organization. '.' With such 
limitations, ,it is no wonder that the usespf the LSI by classroom teachers is 
infrequently seen. •< ^ 

Several -other devices for classroom implementation were also" 
ointroduced. Coqnitive Style Mapping (Hill, 1971) a 'very complex instrument f 

demandinq the administrat/ion of a four-hour test, also requires computer • 

' ' ^ . . ... ^ : ' ■/ * ' 

analysis for findinq meanings in the responses. The S-Scale, of Guilford's. 

Inventory of Factors STDCR, f is designed to assess the action dimension of the 

sociobility trait. It was used in a study in which it was hypothesized that 

the more sociable sttrdent would achieve more Under conditions permitting 

maximal student interaction while the less'^ociable student would achiev.e more 

under conditions of; minimal interaction. (Beach, .i960) . It may be that the 

contradictory and confusing results of the-B^ch study, wh>ich was more 

concerned with the personality of the learner than cognitive style, 

contributed to its very limited use fn the .application of learning theory of 

classroo'm practice. 1 i. 

AORO:, learning Style Theory into Classroom Practice 

Dunn and Dunn have written that N "matching stu^enf learn Ing -'style' 

characteristics anfl complementary methods and/or materials »is one of the most , 

X 

' s m 

potent responses to the public's demand , for .educational. accountability. .Using 
an appropriate learniiyj style instrument to diagnose how the students learn is 
a professional requirement. .(1977, p. 15^. n / 

The observation instrument AORO - r . Action Oriented , Reflection Oriented , 
makes "it possible j^or the classroom teacher to addr.ess tWfe tissue of - 
translating learning style theory into classroom practice.' The instrument wais 
desTjgiied td) help teachers, to determine cognitive preference's of middle. school 
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students i so that instruction miqht be then adapted to the individual 
learner. * The basic assumption which underlies this 'instrument is that 
learning is, enhanced when teaching strategies and materials take into account 
the natural bent of children toward ac tion or reflection . Because the 
literature in learning styles ref lects ~ans awareness of both cognitive style as 
well as personal itv -as factors which influence individual learning (Cronbach 

and Snow, 1977), AORO also provides the means of elevating awareness, of • 

\ ■ * 

personality factors as ar important ^dirnens ion of understanding individual 

* > 

learning.style. r , 

- i 

• ( ■ l ■ 

AORO and Jungian Theory K 

The supporting* theory behind AORO has its basis in the works of^Carl Jung 

Jt • . 

and his discovery that ''besides the many individual differences in human 

* . *" . 

^psychology there are also typical differences. Two types especially Ijecome 
clear to me. I have termed them the introverted , and the^xtraverted type. 
WHen we consider' the course of human life, we see how the f^pte of one 
.individual vis determined mo^e by the objects of his interest, while. in another 
it i^sj determined more by his own inner 'self, by the subject. Since we alT 
swerve rather, towards one side or the other, we naturally tend to, understand 
everything on terms of our own type." (Jung, 1971, p. 3V. Jung's ideas add 
impetus to the notion th,at it is essential for the teacher to be aware of the 
'student's preferred way of /tuning into the world. In addition to the obvious 
/ fact of the student's preference, the teacher's own" preferences may hinder 



this understanding unless some specific means is afforded him/her. Jung % 
(1971) has warned that the va.lutf of one type is the non-value of the oth^r'. 
AORO was designed to be equally usable^by both ^action and reflection oriented 
teachers. It was^also designed -to help teachers become more aware of the 
concept of "type" ,and the .learning preferences which arise as a consequence of 
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action and reflection orientations. Such awareness makes possible an • 

appreciation of and increased patience with opposite types. Moreover, it 

gives teachers specific clues in planning curriculum which may not be natural 

to them, but which meet the needs of both types of children in their m 

classrooms. t 

AORO focuses upon student behaviors which indicate that a student's 

"attitude type 11 preference ~ or as Jung defines it, indicating the broad area 

of .the individuals interests either through an introverted^ or extraverted 

perspective. f • 

Extraverted people are, by nature, continuously -alert to events 
.outside themselves, turning outward to pick up cues, ideas, 
expectations, values and interests. 'This inclination to "scan 
,\ • the environment gives' them a variety of interests. In 
* contrast, introverted people naturally look inward for 
resources and cues, and pursue fewer* 1 interests more deeply; 
Attending more often to the inner storehouse of perceptions and 
judgements, introverts take a reflective approach to life, 
while extratferts take an active, trial-and-error approach. Of 
course, extraverts often do look inward and introverts often do 
turn outward. All four pairs of -preferences described in/ this 
section refer to habitual, but nqt constant, tendencies. ,- m 
.(Lawrence, 1982, p. 38) . • 

> n 

AORO categorizes these two type preferences as action oriented (extraversioh) 

» .■' 1 * , 

or reflection oriented (introversion). While Jung also defines "function. 
^preferences' 1 — which indicate how a person deals with world he/she perceives-, 
these preferences were not included in the design of AORO.- • Instead, the 
instrument emphasizes only "attitude type", preferences becauseVhey are, v 
according to Junq, the most important preferences, affecting all other 
functions and being the most clearly visible. 

It is important to note that the terms extraversion and introversion are 

r . . . c * 

not used With the derogatory connotations sometimes attributed to these 
Classifications in western social contexts, One of- the positive attributes of 
AORO is that there is no judgmental factor' underling 'the classifications. 
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'AORO is not used to make value judgments about these two preferences: it 
merely indicates what the preferred mode of functioning is. Because of the 
social connotations of the woYds-extrayert and introvert, these terms wejre. 
abandoned in favor of the more non-evaluative terms action orientation and 
reflection orientation . Action -orientation is a preference for the outer 
wdrld of people and things demonstrated by praptical, active, vocal, group 
orientation. Reflection , orientation is a pref erence^fpr the , inner world of 
concepts and ideas demonstrated by a subjective, reflective, individual 
orientation. 1 

Inward turning and outward turninq go on in every student, every day. 
But each student prefers, one modfc over the other, uses- that more frequently 
and is more comfortable with that one. Some focus mainly outward toward 
people and things. in the world around them. Such oupiTs are more action . ^ 
.oriented. Other pupils focus primarily inward toward the private world of 
ideas. Such children are more reflective — or reflection oriented. Maturity* 
grows when a person increases his/her .capabilities to choose inward or outward 
turning, 'reflection or ^action , as each is dictated by a specific situation . 
Helqinq students to grow toward maturity by enabling them to 'increase their 
capacities to choose takes a very aware kind of planning and timing on the 
part of the teacher. - 

9 . 

The tea'cher who is aware of the differences In 'type preferences of each 
learner, and who possesses .some teaching strateqies. to enable both action and 
reflection oriented children to function in a way that is best for them will 
reduce immediately the tension an?J frustration for teacher and child. \^ 
Moreover, that teacher will generateja climate in which each child's preferred 
orientation is equally valued and respected and i ci which action oriented and 
reflection oriented children learn from each other. When this can occur, the 
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chances for the'teacher to feel a sense of success in teaching are enormously 
increased. 

AORO is a low-inference, systematic observation instrument which requires 
the teacher to 'record what he/she sees in the behavior of students, allowinq 
for the determination of action oriented or reflection oriented styles of 
learning. The instrument "may be scored flexibly and there are no time 
requirements; It is relatively easy to use and easy to score — making i^ a 
more useful classroom tool for the harried teacher. Clear ,and uncomplicated- 
instructions are provided for its administration. • 

Th6 process of using AORO results in the teacher's increased knowledge , 

about the individual learner and his/her preferred mode Vf functioning. It is 

designed to help the teacher develop a new frame of reference for observing 

and understanding ^student behavior. Such data makes it possible for ^e'achers 

to then ,plan curriculum for the individual learner which is more appropriately 

matched to his/her learninq style. 

L S ' 
AORO: Research Findings 

The Action Orientat'ion-Ref T'ggtion Orientation instrument was developed by 

Mamchur (1978) and tested in a field research with six teacher observers and 

eight outside observers on a sample of ten middle school students and ten 

kindergarten students. Reliability was determined by correlating teacher 

observation scores with*, each other and with teacher rater scores. Three 

hypotheses were tested using Pearson Product Moment Correlation and Spe&rman 

Rank Correlation:- « * 

Jher.e will be a significant ancl positive correlatior^vbetween 

the teacher observers using AORO to score tfie students and'the 

teacher raters using*the teacher check .1 ist. 



there will be a significant and positive correlation between 
teacher observers and outside observers usinq AORO to score the 
students. 

there will be a significant and positjve correlation between 
•.teacher rater, parent rater and student self-rater scores. 
Average t and Sr^ correlations between the micldle schoolteacher observers 
and the middle school teacher rater were .91 and .90 respectively and showed" 
significant and positive agreement. Average r. and Sr correlations between 
kindergarten* teacher observers and teacher rater were .46 and .48 respectively 
and were not sufficiently high to be greater than would be expected on 'the 
basis of chance? Correlation of scpres between middle school teacher raters 
and parents of middle school students were .70 and .60 respectively and were 
positive and significant-. To further test the overall hypothesis, and to make 
it possible for data to be easily understood, by classroom teachers, agreement 
between teacher observers, outside observers and teacher, parent and student 
self -raters were compared usinq simple percentage °f agreement. 

Teacher observer agreement of basic categories was tested by chi-square 
Test ^f Independence. The chi-square test statistic for middle school teacher 
observers was li. 34,, exceeded the tabled value of 3.84, at the'*.05 Iwel, and 
was positive , and siqnif icant-r" Kindergarten teacher observers* scoresjwere not 
compared using the' chi-square test statistic due to lack of sufficient number 
of observations. The o t utsi # de observer inter-dbserver category choices did not 
show a greater degree of agreement than would be expected on the basis of 
chance, v'/ ' * 

The findings. from, this study showed that AORO proved, to be a valid 
instrument when used by experienced teachers who were. fam,i liar both w,1th the 
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teaching process 1n general and wUh the 'students being observed 1n 
particular. These data <sugcpsted that AORO was a viable tool for teachers to 
use after they had fjad some experiences with teachincKand with the children 
that is, well Into the teachlna year. However, since 1t 1s more valuable for 
teachers to possess this data about preferred orientation early in the school 
year, so that curriculum plans may, be made at the beqlnninq, rather t .an in 
mid-term, further research was conducted to test the degree of inference of* 
the instrument, Lawrence and Branch (1978) illustrate the need for low- 
inference instruments in their discussion of peer support systems. Low 
i n f erence items are described as k being precise and evaluative. Although 
researchers prefer low inference, Gellert (1955) cautions that low inference 
items may distort behaviors in compiex Situations and his advice maybe worth 
heedinq. A more reasonable approach may be that suqqested by Herbert and 
Attridge (1975), "that items be as low in the deqree of observer inference 
required as the. complexity of behavior under study will permit."^ (p. 1) 

Pearson Product Moment Correlations were used to determine inter-observer 
ag reemen t among nine student teachers who observed 10 pupils in the eiqhth 
qrade. In choosinq the students, rational rather than random, selection was 
used. (Good, Biddle and Brophy, 1975). The nine student teachers had no 
teaching experience * and no f amil i aritv with'the students being observed. Each 

student teacher read the Teachers .Manual (Mamchur, 1978) designed to accompany 

..." 

AORO. Each student teacher aqreed with every other observer in the 
determining of action and reflection orientation for all 10 pupils with one 
exception. That is, all correlations, except one, were over the critical 
value of .49,1it the .05 level of significance for a one-tailed test with an _n 
of 10. (Roscoe, 1975, p. 438). These correlations supported the hypothesis 
under investigation and contributed to the classification of AORO as a low- 
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inference Instrument. 

Other 1nterest1nq data emerqed from the study. Teachers and student 
teachers who had used the AORO instrument felt an increased sense of 
competence as teacher*;. If Combs' thesis that teacher educators must concern 
themselves with "providinq experiences designed to help students see 
themselves as adequate, effective people" (Combs, 196j5,« d. 77) has validity, 
then the use of the AORO instrument can be seen as an important tool in the 
training of teachers. 
Conclusions 

It is frustratina and disappointing when valuable research findings which 
contribute enormously to our understanding of teaching and learning do not 
filter down into the day-to-day life in classrooms. The reasons for this are . , 
varied and complex; nevertheless one critical variable appears to b£ the lack 
of clear and uncomplicated teaching strategies available to practitioners 
which flow from the theoretical understandings qenerated by the research. 

Learning style theorists have contributed greatly to our understanding of 
the need for knowledge about the particular, idiosyncratic and specif ic'mode 

by which each learner confronts each learning task. Such knowledge, when it 

\\ 

also has potential for identification of teaching strategies., curriculum 
development and materials selection, may contribute substantially to the 
increased capability of the individual learner. Yet, in the dozen years since 
the research data have been available, the application of learning style 
theory to classroom practices has been underwhelming. 

The low-inference Action-Orientation/Reflection Orientation instrument 
may be an important tool in helping ttje classroom teacher v to bridge the gap % 
between theory and .practice. It may work to promote not merely understanding, 
but also, some practical help in dealing with individual learning style thus 
workinq toward increased teaching effectiveness. r ' 



12. 



* References 
Beach, L. Sociality and academic achievement in various types : of learning 

situations. Journal of Educational Psychology , I960, 51(4), 208-212. 
Combs, A. The professional education of teachers , Boston: Allyn &, Bacon, 

.1965. " V 6 . //; \, ... , . \ 

■ ;/ ' 

Combs, A. & Snygg, D. Individual behavior . > New York: Harper & Rowe, 1959. 
Cronbach, L. & Snow, R. Aptitudes and instructional methods . New York: 
Irvington, 1977. 

Domino, G. Interactive effects of achievement orientation and teaching style 

on academic achievement. ACT Research Report , 1970, 39, 1-9. 
Dunn, R. & Dunn, K. Educational .Accountability. Momentum , 1977, VIX , 10-15. 
Dunn, R. & Dunn, K. . .earning style as a criterion for pi acement- in 

alternative proqrms. Phi Delta Kappan , 1974, 56, 275-Z79. 
Dunn,-;J^.;., Dunn, K. ' : & Price, G. Diagnosing learning styles: A'" prescription 

for avoiding malpractice suits. Phi Delta Kappan , 1977, j>8, 418-420. % . . 
Good, T,, Biddle, B. & Brophy, J. Teachers make a difference . New York: ' 

Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1975. ; 
Gordon,. T. St udying the ' : ' child in, school . New York: John Wilev & Sons, 1966. 
Herbert, J. & AttHdge, C. A, guide for developers and users of observation , 

systems and mjanua'ls. . American Educational Research Journal , 1975,, 12(1), 

1-20. m ;< 

Hill, J. The educational sciences ^- .Oakland: Oakland Community Colleqe, 
1971. ' , 

Hunt, D. Matching model s^^ The coordination of teaching methods 

with student characteristics .. Toronto: Ontario Institute for' Studies in 
Education, 1971. 

Jung, C. Psychology types , Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971. 



13. 



Kagan, J. Understanding children . New York: .Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 

1971. ■ * . 

Lawrence^ G. People types and tiger stripes . Gainesville, Fla: C.A.P.T., 

1982. 

Lawrence, G. & Branch, C. Guidelines for develobing a competency-based 
* ^inservice teacher education program. State of Florida, Florida 

Educational Research and Development Program- Monograph , Tallahassee: 
FERDO, 1974. . 1 ^ 

..Mamchur, C. Teacher's Manual for AORO (Action-Oriented; Reflection-Oriented),/ 
Gainesville, Fla.: C.A.P.T., 1978. , v . 

• Y\ ■ ■ 

Medley, D., Soar, R. & Soar, R. M. : AAGTE. Mpnograph #17. Assessment and 
research in teacher education: Focus on PBTE. % American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1975. 

Roscoe, J. Fundamental research statistics for the behavioral sciences- . New 

/ • ' . ° . . ■ • ' 

k York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 197Sv 

Solomon, D. & Kendall, A. Final Report: Individual characteristics and 

children's performance in varied educational settings . Maryland: Spencer 

a 

Foundation Project, 1976. 

Witlcin, H. ,^ Moore* C, Goodenough, D. & Cos,^P. Field-deoendent and field- 

- . - > " ' ""/'. 

independent cognitive styles and their educational implications. Review 

of Educational Research , 1977, 47(1) 1-R4. 

< 

■ > 



\ 

\ 



14 



